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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in response to applicant's amendment filed on June 21, 2004. Claims 1-43 
are now pending in the present application. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on June 21, 2004 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by DePaola et al. US 
Patent 6,405,028. 

Regarding claim 39, DePaola teaches a tandem parameter (TCAP call control type 
response message), the tandem parameter for use in a message transmitted from a database 
(LIDB database 41) to a network switch (tandem office 33), (col. 15, lines 45-53) the tandem 
parameter comprising: 
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a first predetermined value, (called party not a CPP subscriber), the first predetermined 
value designating that no tandeming is to be performed for an incoming call leg to the network 
switch, (col. 15, lines 59-66); and 

a second predetermined value, (called party is a CPP subscriber), the second 
predetermined value designating that tandeming is to be performed for the incoming call leg to 
the network switch, (col. 16, lines 6-14), whereby the network switch is directed to route the 
incoming call leg to an application node (external platform e.g. IP/CPP node) and to receive the 
call leg from the application node when processing by the application node is completed, (col. 
16, lines 14-27; col. 17, lines 22-35). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
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claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
8. Claims 1,7,1 1,17,21 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over DePaola et al. US Patent 6,405,028 in view of McHenry et al. US Patent 6,397,055. 

Regarding claims 1,11 and 21, DePaola teaches a method, apparatus and system for 
message-based intelligent tandeming of an incoming call to an application node (external 
platform such as intelligent peripheral) in telecommunication systems, (fig. 1; col. 16, lines 6- 
27), the method, apparatus and system comprising: 

(a) receiving an incoming call leg at a first node (tandem 33), the incoming call leg being 
directed to a called party directory number, (col. 15, lines 10-19); 

(b) transmitting a first message to a database (LIDB 41) to determine call treatment 
instructions, (col. 15, lines 20-27); 

(c) receiving a second message containing a tandem parameter, (col. 15, lines 45-53); 

(d) when the tandem parameter does not indicate tandeming, routing the incoming call 
leg to the called party directory number, (col. 15, lines 59-67); 

(e) when the tandem parameter does indicate tandeming, (col. 16, lines 6-12), obtaining a 
routing parameter (col. 15, line 54-col. 16, line 16); 
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(f) tandeming the incoming call leg to the application node (col. 16, lines 6-27), whereby 
when processing at the application node is complete the call leg is returned to the first node, (col. 
17, lines 23-35). 

While DePaola teaches of performing digit analysis on the called number, (col. 15, lines 
35-44), DePaola does not specifically teach performing digit analysis of the called party 
directory number when the tandem parameter does indicate tandeming and processing the call 
based on the digit analysis of the called party number. 

In the same field of endeavor, McHenry teaches of a CPP system in which the network 
will perform digit analysis of the called party directory number (col. 11, lines 52-62; col. 12, 
lines 1-23). When successful analysis is determined the call will be routed to an application node 
(col. 12, lines 24-51) and when unsuccessful analysis was determined then the call is routed to a 
default location, (col. 11, lines 58-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time, the 
invention was made to modify the system of DePaola by performing digit analysis on the called 
party directory number as taught by McHenry so that the network switch will be able to properly 
connect the call to the correct destination. 

Regarding claims 7,1 7,27, DePaola teaches wherein the tandem parameter has a first 
predetermined value (called party is not a CPP subscriber) to indicate that the incoming call leg 
is not to be tandemed to the application node, (col. 15, lines 59-66), and wherein the tandem 
parameter has a second predetermined value (called party is a CPP subscriber) to indicate that 
the incoming call leg is to be tandemed to the application node, (col. 16, lines 6-14). 
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Regarding claim 33, DePaola, as applied to claim 21, teaches wherein the switching 
center is a mobile switching center, (fig. 1; col. 15, line 62-col. 16, line 5). 

Regarding claim 34, DePaola, as applied to claim 21, teaches wherein the switching 
center is a wireline switching center, (fig. 1 ; coL 15, lines 9-27). 

Regarding claim 35, DePaola, as applied to claim 21, teaches wherein the application 
node is a prepaid telecommunication service, (col. 15, lines 28-44). 

Regarding claim 36, DePaola, as applied to claim 21, teaches wherein the application 
node is a calling party pays telecommunication service, (col. 15, lines 28-44). 

Regarding claim 37, DePaola, as applied to claim 21, teaches wherein the application 
node is a one number telecommunication service node which sequentially alerts telephones of a 
subscriber, (fig. 1; col. 17, lines 23-35; col. 20, lines 44-56). 

Regarding claim 38, DePaola, as applied to claim 21, teaches wherein the switching 
center transmits and receives a plurality of messages, to and from the database, via a second 
switching center, (col. 15, lines 20-54). 

9. Claims 2,12 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
DePaola in view of McHenry in view of McGrath et al. US Patent 6,628,772. 

Regarding claims 2,12 and 22, DePaola in view of McHenry, as applied above, do not 
specifically teach transmitting a third message to the database, the third message indicating a 
tandeming failure. 

In the same field of endeavor, McGrath teaches that if the call cannot be tandemed to a 
VRU a fail routine message is sent to the database, (col. 13, line 63-col. 14, line 7). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of DePaola in view of McHenry by indicating a failure 
to the database as taught by McGrath so that subsequent call processing can be initiated. 
10. Claims 3,8,13,23 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
DePaola in view of McHenry in view of McGrath and further in view of Lewis US Patent 
6,175,574. 

Regarding claims 3,8,13,23 and 28, while DePaola, McHenry and McGrath, as applied 
above, teaches of indicating a tandeming failure and of indicating a tandem parameter, they do 
not specifically teach of the a predetermined value in an ANSI-compatible redirection reason 
being indicated or wherein the tandem parameter is a predesignated value of a single-octet field 
or a plurality of octets within an ANSI-compatible calling features indicator parameter. 
However, the Examiner notes that it was well known in the art that signaling messages from the 
database to the network switch are arranged in the form of bits, i.e. octets that indicate to the 
switch information for processing the call. It would have been obvious that DePaola, McHenry 
and McGrath would receive the tandem parameters as encoded octets so that the network switch 
can interpret the received message. 

In the same field of endeavor, Lewis teaches that it was well known in the art to indicate 
to a switch a value which is encoded in a single-octet field or a plurality of octets within an 
ANSI-compatible calling features indicator parameter, (col. 13, line 37-col. 14, line 30). Lewis 
teaches that the octets comprise of information regarding where to route the call, incoming party 
ID and called party ID, (fig. 5; fig. 8). The encoding of Lewis is within an ANSI-compatible 
calling feature since Lewis uses SS7 messages. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the predetermined value of DePaola, McHenry and McGrath to 
include an ANSI compatible parameter arranged as octet fields as taught by Lewis so that the 
network switch can properly interpret the received message from the database for call routing 
instructions. 

1 1 . Claims 3 1 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
DePaola in view of McHenry in view of Hentila et al. US Patent 6,219,551. 

Regarding claims 31 and 32, while DePaola in view of McHenry teaches of using 
databases and integrating wireline and wireless network, DePaola in view of McHenry do not 
specifically teach of wherein the database is a home location register or a visitor location 
register. 

In the same field of endeavor, Hentila teaches that it was well known in the art to have a 
mobile switching center which contacts a HLR/VLR database to locate a mobile subscribers 
profile, (col. 3, lines 51-col. 4, line 3). Hentila also uses the HLR/VLR database for call routing 
information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of DePaola and McHenry by including an HLR/VLR 
as taught by Hentila so that the mobile switching centers can determine call routing information 
for a mobile subscriber. 
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12. Claims 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DePaola in 
view of Lewis. 

Regarding claims 40-42, While DePaola teaches of receiving the tandem parameter and 
of using SS7 signaling, DePaola does not specifically teach of wherein the parameter is encoded 
as an octet. 

However, the Examiner notes that it was well known in the art that signaling messages 
form the database to the network switch are arranged in the for of bits, i.e. octets that indicate to 
the switch information for processing the call. It would have been obvious that DePaola would 
receive the tandem parameters as encoded octets so that the network switch can interpret the 
received message. 

Nonetheless, Lewis teaches that it was well known in the art to receive signaling message 
and that the signaling messages are encoded as single o a plurality of octets, (col. 13, line 37- 
col.14, line 30). Lewis teaches that the octets comprise of information regarding where to route 
the call, incoming party ID and called party ID, (figs. 5; fig. 8). The encoding of Lewis is within 
an ANSI-compatible calling feature since Lewis uses SS7 messages. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the predetermined value of DePaola to include an ANSI 
compatible parameter arranged as octet fields as taught by Lewis so that the network switch can 
properly interpret the received message from the database for call routing instructions. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

13. Claims 4-6,9,10,14-16,19,20,24-26,29,30 and 43 are objected to as being dependent upon 
a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to A rgum ents 

14. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-43 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

15. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9306, (for formal communications intended for entry) 

Or: 

(703) 872-9306, (for informal or draft communications, please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 
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16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ovidio Escalante whose telephone number is 703-308-6262. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (6:30AM - 5:00PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan S Tsang can be reached on 703-305-4895. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ovidio Escalante _ 

Examiner 0V£Di0 ESCALADE 
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